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Abstract 
Language is a living human institution, and as such, it is constantly changing and adapting to new 
circumstances and environments. The purpose of this paper is to review the different models that have 
been proposed to follow the process through which the English language has transcended its national 
boundaries and became the language of international contact. 
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“Man acts as if he were the shaper and master of language, while it is language which re-
mains mistress of man. When this relation of dominance is inverted, man succumbs to 
strange contrivances.”  Martin Heidegger “...Dichterisch Wohnet der Mensch…” 1954, cited 
in Steiner, G. “After Babel” Second Edition 1992. 
 
“… [this book] adopts the position that English belongs to all those who have learnt to speak 
it, and that established regional varieties, whether spoken natively or not, have as much legit-
imacy as British, American or Australian dialects of the language.” (I. Hancock, L. Todd, In-
ternational English Usage, 1986) 
 
“Languages as technology, as assets, as liabilities” Mufwene (2012) 
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Opening the Circles: The expanding wave. 
From the acceptability of local varieties to the language of  
international contexts and the implications on the work of English practitioners 
Ana Gabriela Medico - Buenos Aires, 2015 
 
Introduction 
The history of the English language is rich and diverse. The last 50 years have 
seen the language expand towards becoming a vehicle for international communica-
tion. There is plenty of literature heating up the debate over legitimacy of varieties 
stemming from the British vernacular and its closer spin-offs.  
The purpose of this paper is to review the literature and try to establish the 
path it has gone through, since it is a valuable experience to have register of the liv-
ing process in the development of a language. There have been many cases in the 
past which witness the imperialistic mode of imposing a language over conquered 
territories and colonies, as well as efforts to impose one dialect over several coexist-
ing one in the name of constructing national union (for example, the cases of Castil-
ian Spanish, Italian, Mandarin Chinese or Russian). Each societal context has had its 
own solution.  
In the case of the English language, we are facing a step forward: a language 
imposed through imperialistic methods has escaped the ties of its original geopolitical 
boundaries and is now claiming global citizenship. Such a new stage in the history of 
the language has deep implications for the work of English practitioners. This paper 
is about the history of such change as reflected in the scholarly literature, and seeks 
to provide an overview of the status of research on the form, the function and the po-
sitioning of the English language in a global context. In this journey, matters such as 
language and identity, ownership, and intercultural communication competence will 
be analyzed. 
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 The 20th Century models 
In the 1980’s, Indian linguist B. Kachru, made a bold step forward and kindled 
the debate by proposing his 3-circle model to explain the expansion of English and 
the emergence of “new” varieties. He proposed a model with 3 concentric circles to 
illustrate the relationship between the different stages in the use of English around 
the world at the time. This was a seminal work that made a clear case for new varie-
ties of English. It has been widely embraced by many members of the linguistics 
community and it has given background to many papers and a line of study that 
opened the way for the recognition of English as International Language. However, it 
was not free from criticism, both by detractors as well as by followers of his view. 
Kachru was not the first author to postulate a 3-part model for explaining the 
spread of the language. Explanations about the spread of English across the world 
during the 20th Century, have three main formulations that emerged by the turn of 
the Century, which show an overlapping of the geographical areas identified, and a 
difference in naming each area: B. Strang (UK, 1970), referred to A, B and C Speak-
ers; R. Quirk, S. Greenbaum, G. Leech and J.Svarvik (UK/Sweden, 1972), referred to 
ENL (English as a Native Language), ESL (English as a Second Language) and EFL 
(English as a Foreign Language) speakers; and B. Kachru (US/India, 1980’s), re-
ferred to Inner, Outer and Expanding Circles. Elaborating further on his theories 
about the origins and evolution of local varieties of English, in his 1991 article (pp. 
183-184), Kachru, citing Quirk (1988), describes three models of language spread: 
- Demographic: spread of language through migration of population, for in-
stance, the case of US, Canada, New Zealand and Australia 
- Imperial: spread of language through political domination. Former colonial ter-
ritories, for instance Singapore, Hong Kong, Nigeria. 
- Econo-Cultural: not associated to population spread. Related to spread of 
technology, science and cultural items. 
The list above may be applied to any of the models mentioned before, since 
there is coincidence among them as regards to geographical distribution. What was 
new in Kachru’s model was the recognition of new English varieties, which he called 
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“World Englishes”. These were varieties that had surged from the introduction of 
English through the imperial model, which was spoken as Official Language in some 
countries, and had even become the primary language in others. Up to this 3 concen-
tric circles model, other authors regarded local varieties as degenerated versions of a 
standard model that had to be “protected”, lest that they become a danger for the 
evolution of “proper” English.  
The model recognizes the growing distribution of English around the world and 
the different status of English speakers in different territories, and is successful in 
making a graphical representation of the figures associated to the English speaking 
population, bringing to the front the issue of the pluricentrality of English. But it is also 
not free from bias, since in Kachru’s model there is a direct relationship between the 
circles and the position of the speakers with respect to norms of the language: Inner 
Circle Speakers are Norm-Providing, Outer Circle are Norm-Developing and Expand-
ing Circle are Norm-Dependent. This means that ownership of the language remains 
in the Inner Circle. Thus, Inner Circle is the pattern for proficiency, and all speakers 
are required to reproduce an idealized “standard” model, namely the “Native Speak-
er”, or Inner Circle model, even in countries where the local English variety is consid-
ered “endemic” (SIlva 2012). Also, the geographical classification has several gray 
areas between the circles (Silva 2012, Jenkins 2003, Bruthiaux 2003). 
The table below shows two representations of the Kachruvian model of 3 cir-
cles, as originally proposed by Kachru himself, presented side by side. The 3-
concentric circle model of 1985, and the most frequently cited version of the model, 
also produced by Kachru in 1992. There are some difference between them, the 
second version, circles are replaced by slightly overlapping ovals in which numbers 
of speakers for each country are included (it should be noted that these figures cor-
respond to the date of publication, and represent whole populations rather than Eng-
lish speakers communities). The smaller ovals at the bottom represent older versions 
of English. 
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1985 1992 
 
 
Although it has achieved wide popularity, Kachru’s model has also received 
many critiques, since it fails to include several other aspects of the spread and evolu-
tion of English. As discussed in Chee (2009:14-19), Jenkins (2003) and Bruthiaux 
(2003) listed the shortcomings of the model, and have been responded by Kachru. 
Mainly, these authors point out that Kachru’s model is based on a geopolitical divi-
sion, and does not consider, for example, proficiency of speakers, a factor that is not 
necessarily related to the place of birth of the speaker. Also, it does not account for 
variations within varieties, and fails to include other uses of the language, such as 
English for Specific Purposes (ESP) or English as a Lingua Franca (ELF). 
Therefore, although Kachru succeeded at synthesizing the universe of English 
varieties at his time, his model becomes too tight for the present evolutionary phase 
of the language. For one thing, perhaps as an inheritance from imperialistic/colonial 
bias, it places the power over norm-formation in the hands (or, more literally in the 
mouths and ears) of the Inner Circle speakers, considering them as the only “·native 
speakers” of English. Nowadays, it is becoming clearer that this distinction does not 
hold so strongly. Especially, when the Outer Circle is generously populated with na-
tive speakers of different English varieties. 
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From McArthur, Tom (1987) ‘The English Languages?’ in English Today 11:9–11. Reproduced in Laurie Bauer (2002) An 
Introduction to International Varieties of English ii. p. 23 (Edinburgh University Press), cited in Silva, P. (2012). 
But for Kachru, in 1991, the problem at stake was to settle issues related to 
the ontological status of what he denominated “World Englishes”, that is, varieties 
that developed in regions were English was taught as a Second Language as a con-
sequence of imperial spread, and in which English remained in post-colonial periods. 
World Englishes is a category that has received much attention, and has arisen lots 
of debates with positions that range from denying their validity as varieties, to the 
strong affirmation of their identities.  
A contemporary of Kachru, McArthur (1988), succeeded to present another 
view of World Englishes that shows the multipolarity of the language, with an inner 
core, which he calls World Standard English (see figure below). 
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Though not free from controversy, as regards to whether it is truly comprehen-
sive or which varieties are included and which excluded (Silva 2012), McArthur’s 
model is an eye-opener to the complexity of English around the world. This complexi-
ty is reflected in the fact that even in the present day, there is still no agreement 
among authors over how to name the different varieties of English - let alone over the 
existence of some of them. The main criticism to McArthur’s model (Silva 2012) is 
that, although it changes the focus that Kachru has put on the Inner Circle Native 
Speakers as “owners” of the language, it places the center of the model on an un-
defined “Standard English”, thus implying that all varieties would be non-standard. 
Now, 30 years have passed after Kachru’s proposition and McArthur’s models, 
and the literature calls the attention to the fact that English varieties which at their 
time could be considered as “new”, not only are now long established, but have in 
some cases become the vernacular language of their respective countries. They still 
have to strive to be acknowledged as legitimate English varieties, though. Through 
the literature we find several hints of the discriminatory treatment these varieties re-
ceive. From the very act of labeling, as  Anchimbe (2010:275) points out, local varie-
ties receive a “second-class language” treatment, casting a shadow of doubt over 
their legitimacy. So, labels such as “New Englishes” freeze them in a certain point in 
time, implying an incomplete process of evolution, even though many of them are, by 
now, well established varieties.  
Another example is the “Non-Native English” label. This goes into highlighting 
a gap between Native and No-Native Speakers, giving the former an implied power 
over the language for being representatives of the “standard” English, while denying  
the latter any possibility of ownership even over their own local variety. The argument 
becomes unsustainable when faced with the reality that even speakers born in coun-
tries were English is the Native (endemic) language will speak the local variety of the 
particular region were they were born, which may differ widely from what is promoted 
as the “standard, correct” English language (Trudgill, 1998; Anchimbe, 2010). For a 
sample of this, it only takes a visit to the site of the British Library “Sounds Familiar?” 
http://www.bl.uk/learning/langlit/sounds/  which registers differences across local va-
rieties of the English spoken in the British Isles (the very “cradle” of English). 
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Anchimbe (2010) highlights what he calls “a naming disease”, which affects 
linguists and has derived into a multiplication of names applied to English varieties. In 
line with what was mentioned in the previous paragraph, he relates this situation to 
socio-political discrimination against speakers from the Outer Circle. His own choice 
is the label “Indigenized Varieties of English (IVE’s), which, in his view, better por-
traits the panorama of a linguistic community in the path towards ownership and legit-
imization of its local variety. 
In the models seen above, speakers are classified according to their geograph-
ical location and the political stand of the linguist. But there are other authors who 
have tried to take a step aside from these views and proposed models centered in 
more linguistic concepts, such as “proficiency”, as it will be discussed in the next sec-
tion. 
 
The Proficiency Model revisited 
Nowadays, the growth of international mobility and the huge influence of mass 
communications media (including internet) have created a context in which interac-
tions among speakers of different varieties of English has become more and more 
common. It has even become more difficult to define the term Native Speakers. This 
has an impact on what has been traditionally seen as the norm-providing population. 
When English flourishes in a location as the usual language, it evolves and adapts in 
the mouths and the ears of the new speakers. Thus, with time, this adaptation pro-
cess becomes stable and the language in use becomes the native language.  
Therefore, there is a process through which features that were formerly consid-
ered as mistakes in traditional methods of English teaching and learning, are incorpo-
rated into the core of the English language as localisms. Acar (2006) suggests that 
the “sociocultural context of language use naturally affects the language and the re-
sultant changes in the language would by no means be considered as deficit charac-
teristics.” In this respect, he provides the distinction between “mistakes” and “devia-
tion” argued by Kachru (1992): 
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Mistake Deviation 
● Unacceptable by a native 
speaker because it does not be-
long to the linguistic "norm" of the 
English language;  
● it cannot be justified with refer-
ence to the sociocultural context 
of a non-native variety; 
● It is not the result of the produc-
tive processes used in an institu-
tionalized non-native variety of 
English. 
● Different from the norm in the 
sense that it is the result of the new 
"un-English" linguistic and cultural 
setting in which the English language 
is used;  
● Result of a productive process 
which marks the typical variety-
specific features;  
● Systematic within a variety, and 
not idiosyncratic 
 
Innovations 
Imply "difference" as opposed to  "errors" 
or "mistakes", which imply "deficiency".  
It is this "difference" view which gives 
recognition to the non-native norms. 
 
The following table summarizes the five factors identified by Bamgbose (1998) 
that mark the path of an innovation to become accepted.  
 
Bamgbose (1998) 
five factors for de-
ciding on the status 
of an innovation 
● demographic the number of users 
● geographical the spread of an innovation 
● authoritative 
the actual use or approval of use of 
an innovation by writers, teachers, 
media practitioners, examination 
bodies, publishing houses, and in-
fluential opinion leaders 
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● codification 
in the restricted sense, putting the 
innovation into a written form in a 
grammar or pronouncing dictionary, 
course books or any other type of 
reference manual 
● acceptability 
the ultimate test of admission of an 
innovation 
 
In 1999, Modiano proposed his model of the Centripetal Circles of International 
English, in which he shifted the focus of previous models from geography and poli-
tics, and placed it on a not-uncontroversial concept: proficiency. The model is not 
concerned with were the speakers were born, but how proficient they are in the use 
of International English. The problem here, as in the case of McArthur’s, is that there 
is no definition of International English. 
 
 
Centripetal Circles Model of International English -(Adapted from Modiano, 1999), cited in 
Chee, 2009 
10 
 
In a similar way, Graddol (2006) reports:  
In a globalized world, the traditional deﬁnition of 
‘second-language user’ (as one who uses the 
language for communication within their own 
country) no longer makes sense. Also, there is 
an increasing need to distinguish between pro-
ficiencies in English, rather than a speaker’s bi-
lingual status. Kachru himself has recently pro-
posed that the ‘inner circle’ is now better con-
ceived of as the group of highly proﬁcient 
speakers of English – those who have ‘func-
tional nativeness’ regardless of how they 
learned or use the language (3.3).  
So, the background problem of elaborating a model of the whole spectrum  of 
the English language, seems to lie at the exact center of the question: the impossibil-
ity to define what would be the “Standard” or “Correct” English variety that renders all 
other varieties “Non-Standard” or “Incorrect” English. This debate has been going on 
especially in the domain of English Language Teaching (ELT), since it has a direct 
impact on the elaboration of contents, materials and teaching strategies. 
The table below attempts to synthesize the models for language spread de-
scribed above, and to include in this model the situation of what is now considered as 
English in International Contexts. 
 
Kachru’s Cir-
cle (1985) 
Quirk’s model 
(1988) 
Geographical 
context 
Learning context Relation to 
norms 
The Inner 
Circle 
Demographic 
Spread 
Britain, the 
USA, and 
later Australia 
and New Zea-
land 
Countries where English is the Na-
tive Language (ENL). These inner 
circle varieties have been the tradi-
tional target for any English teaching 
activity. 
norm-
providing 
(Kachru) 
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Kachru’s Cir-
cle (1985) 
Quirk’s model 
(1988) 
Geographical 
context 
Learning context Relation to 
norms 
The Outer 
Circle 
Imperial dom-
ination 
Former colo-
nies of the 
British Em-
pire, such as 
India, Nigeria 
or Singapore. 
Note that 
strikingly the 
model leaves 
out cases like 
South Africa 
(Silva 2012) 
English has been institutionalized 
and taught as a Second Language 
(ESL) to support the administration 
of the colonies, co-existing with the 
local language. When colonial times 
were over, the language remained, 
as an institutionalized local variety.  
To describe these varieties, Kachru 
coined the term “World Englishes” 
(WE).  
Kachru’s work led to a line of ELT 
that advocates for the use of local-
ized materials to teach the local va-
rieties. 
norm-
developing 
(Kachru) 
The Expand-
ing Circle 
Econo-
Cultural 
Spread (not 
associated to 
population 
spread. Re-
lated to 
spread of 
Technology, 
Science and 
Cultural 
Items 
The rest of the 
independent 
speakers in 
the world 
English is taught as a Foreign Lan-
guage (EFL).  Learner’s motivation 
is personal interest (for instance 
touristic or academic). Traditionally, 
the goal is to emulate “Native” 
speaker’s language. 
Also, the case of countries which 
have included ELT as a matter of 
national policy, and which in due 
time would be on their way of be-
coming Outer Circle.   
norm-
dependent 
(Kachru) 
International 
contexts (this 
could be rep-
resented by 
an arrow 
crossing all 
three circles) 
ESL and EFL speakers use English 
as a vehicular language in interna-
tional contexts to speak among 
them.  
English as a Lingua Franca (ELF)  
International English (IE) 
revised com-
munication 
model (Shar-
ifian) 
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International English: reformulating the question 
 Societies have different ways to solve communication problems due to mutual 
unintelligibility. When there is contact between peoples, peaceful due to exchange, 
through commerce or cultural encounters, and even violent, through the pushing of 
frontiers, invasions or war, language will always find a way to evolve. The most 
common solutions to achieve communication despite language differences, would be 
the emergence of pidgins, creoles, or through a lingua franca.  
A “Pidgin” is a simplified means of linguistic communication, as it is constructed im-
promptu, or by convention, between individuals or groups of people. A pidgin is not the 
native language of any speech community, but is instead learned as a second language. 
A pidgin may be built from words, sounds, or body language from multiple other lan-
guages and cultures. 
A “Creole”, is a stable natural language that has developed from a pidgin, i.e. a simpli-
fied version of a language. Creoles differ from pidgins because creoles have been nativ-
ized by children as their primary language, with the result that they have features of nat-
ural languages that are normally missing from pidgins, which are not any one's first lan-
guage. 
"Lingua franca" is a functionally defined term, independent of the linguistic history or 
structure of the language: though pidgins and creoles often function as lingua francas, 
many such languages are neither pidgins nor creoles. Whereas a “vernacular language” 
is used as a native language in a single speaker community, a “lingua franca” goes be-
yond the boundaries of its original community, and is used as a second language for 
communication between communities. For example, English is a vernacular in the Unit-
ed Kingdom, but is used as a vehicular language (that is, a lingua franca) in the Philip-
pines. (Source: Wikipedia) 
This situates us at the bottom box of the table synthesizing the models in the 
previous section of this paper. As mentioned above, Kachru’s model gives an insight 
into the relationship between the different stages of evolution of the language. It is a 
valuable tool for analyzing the present situation and forecasting the future of English. 
A striking conclusion is that, as has been shown by several authors, such as Kachru 
(1985), Crystal (1997) and Graddol (1997; 2006), English has spread to outstanding-
ly exceed the original geographic boundaries of the language. Crystal (1997:137) 
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maintains that "a new form of English, World Standard Spoken English, will arise in 
international communication in that most people are "multi dialectical" to a greater or 
lesser extent" (in Yano 2001:125).  [Ahmet Acar 2006] 
Therefore, “English is no longer the sole property of native speakers, but it is, as 
well the language of non-native speakers who use and adopt it in their own socio-
cultural contexts” (Acar, 2006:2). Acar goes further into asserting that in the cases of 
intercultural communication between non-native English speakers …”native speaker 
norms, in such interactions, may not only be unnecessary, but also inappropriate.” 
(idem). Indeed, Graddol (1997) concludes that “the centre of authority regarding the 
language will shift from native speakers as they become minority stakeholders in the 
global resource.” Furthermore, Smith even suggests that "native English speakers 
should study English as an international language if they plan to interact in English 
with non-native speakers who use a different national variety" (cited in Acar, 2006). 
One salient aspect of this new phase of the language is that in its way of being 
appropriated by non-native speakers, it becomes de-nationalized, and this capacity 
to co-exist with a local, national language, is a characteristic that favors its global 
spread. Roberts and Canagarajah (2010) report Seidlhofer’s (2004) argument that 
‘The option of distinguishing ELF from ENL [i.e. English as National Language] is like-
ly to be beneficial in that it leaves varieties of native English intact for all the functions 
that only a first language can perform and as a target for learning in circumstances 
where ENL is deemed appropriate, as well as providing the option of codeswitching 
between ENL and ELF’. 
Seidlhofer’s view is aligned with Farber’s (2010:20) crucial differentiation be-
tween “language for communication”, such as a lingua franca, which is simply a func-
tional tool for bridging communication, and “language for cultural identification, which 
is a national language linked to the speaker’s culture (Hüllen, 2003).” Since each has 
a specific function, they should not be in competition. 
It should be noted at this point that, although there are different positions, there 
is still not a unified agreement on terminology and labels, so the acronyms ELF or 
EIL are used indistinctly in this paper, depending on the referred author’s choice.  
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There have been efforts to establish whether International English is as variety 
per se, and which would be the best label for it. In 2000, Jenkins proposed her Lin-
gua Franca Core (LFC), an empirical study of the core of English features that condi-
tion intelligibility in the non-native English communication context. Jenkins (2006) 
makes a clear distinction pointing out that her study on English as a Lingua Franca 
(ELF), is concerned exclusively with non-native interactions, and leaves out native 
speakers. Another work to mention is the Vienna-Oxford International Corpus of Eng-
lish (VOICE) project, started in 2005 by Dr. Barbara Seidlhofer, of the University of 
Vienna, who has worked to provide a characterization of the new features of English 
as a Lingua Franca (ELF) (https://www.univie.ac.at/voice/). However, their findings 
are not enough yet to define ELF as a variety in its own right. Rather, according to 
Mollin (2006) “...[it] could be conceptualized as a register, which can be integrated 
into the variety- and nation-based model only on a functional level.” 
On the other side of the road, is Sharifian’s (2010) concept of English as an In-
ternational Language (EIL), placing the focus on the multicultural nature and the in-
tercultural function of English, and thus defining EIL not as a variety, but as a para-
digm that guides research and practice in this field.  
This view is in line with Bruthiaux (2002:133) who, citing de Swaan (1998) on 
the role of English a global vehicle for information, refers to the fact that “languages 
can be seen as forming part of a global system consisting of several major constella-
tions, each with its own set of local languages related to one central language, name-
ly, the one spoken by the most multilinguals within the constellation.” In this context, 
as Graddol (2006) states it, the new model is “a fluent bilingual speaker, who retains 
a national identity in terms of accent, and who also has the special skills required to 
negotiate understanding with another non-native speaker.” 
Indeed, Sharifian (2010) proposes a revised communication model, to reflect 
the needs of speakers and practitioners of English as International Language (EIL) to 
adapt to new communicative contexts. One of the features of the EIL context is the 
need to achieve a clarification within the conversation of the cultural conceptualiza-
tions that are assumed by the participants during their exchange. Indeed, he points to 
the fact that in cross-cultural communication, the roles of “sender” and “receiver” are 
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blurred, because in order to achieve an understanding, participants have to collabo-
rate in the construction of shared background for the exchange of meanings. In the 
words of Thomas (1995:22), cited in McKay (2010:230), “Making meaning is a dy-
namic process.”  
Another remarkable derivation of ELF is that it has become evident that being 
monolingual does no longer suppose an advantage for working with the language in 
international contexts. On the contrary, a multilingual background would give the 
English practitioner more tools to cross the bridge of multicultural communication. 
This is in line with what Canagarajah (2010) calls “multidialectal competence” part of 
which is passive competence to understand new varieties [of English].” 
One favorable characteristic of English that according to Bruthiaux (2002) has 
contributed to the global spread of the language is the lack of a standardization bu-
reau, such as in the case of Spanish or French, for example. This “freedom” gives 
the language room to grow and expand. This evolutionary feature applies even to 
more rigid environments, such as the word of academic writing, where, despite the 
high-pitch voices that claim for standardization projects, EIL is founding a way (McAr-
thur 2001). 
From the above it can be concluded that, instead of seeking for a “simple” so-
lution, such as attempting a single answer to the question “what is international Eng-
lish?” the way to approach this situation is by asking “how does one speak English 
internationally? (Baxter 1991, cited in Guerra 2012).  
 
Where do English Practitioners stand in this context? 
Research available on ELF shows some characteristics that should be taken in-
to account by English practitioners, since they directly affect their jobs. In the area of 
Teaching of ELF, for example, teachers should be aware that intelligibility has priority 
over imitation of native-like pronunciation. Therefore, for instance, the articulation of 
‘th’ as an interdental fricative, is now an irrelevant feature (Jenkins 1998 as cited in 
(Graddol 2006).  
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Another point to take into account is that a lingua franca cannot be related to 
any specific culture or nation. Consequently, in this context, “English is denational-
ized” (McKay 2002-2003, as cited in Acar 2006). Therefore, ELF teaching material 
should be freed from traditional cultural values related to the inner circle countries, 
and recognize the sociocultural context of its users. 
From the point of view of interpretation, the use of English by non-natives in in-
ternational contexts is viewed by interpreters as a significant challenge to their skills 
and stamina. In an article regarding the influence of ELF on the work of interpreters, 
Albl-Mikasa (2010) conveys the concern of these professionals. The main issue iden-
tified by them is the difficulty they have in understanding non-natives’ speech, due to 
what they see as phonological, lexical and discourse structure deficiencies as op-
posed to those of natives. This is an interesting insight on the perception of language 
professionals regarding ELF, and it is evidence of the urgent need for conclusive re-
search and deeper characterization of ELF. 
This is supported by Pisanski Peterlin (2014) for the field of scientific translation. 
She highlights the importance of including ELF/EIL features characterizations in the 
curricula of translator’s training, so that they can build their own strategies when en-
countering with these features in the course of their professional life. In particular, 
she refers to how the new conditions of academic writing in EIL contexts affect the 
work of translators. She speaks of the need for the “adaptation of the target text to an 
international academic audience”, by avoiding, for example, “excessive idiomaticity”, 
which would become an impediment to intelligibility, and also by recognizing a shift in 
the traditional standards of English academic writing and the raising of a new context, 
as expressed by Mauranen (2006:276, cited in Pisanski Peterlin) who maintains that 
ELF is “a more important means of academic communication than its standard native 
varieties.” This would be due to the fact that the main group of users of English in 
academic settings comes from the non-native speakers community, far outnumbering 
native-speaker users.  
“...ELF is a ‘hybrid’ (Taviano 2010:11), a culture-free variety of English, and conse-
quently a particular challenge for trainee translators” (Pisanski Peterlin 2014). 
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On another line of view, McArthur (2001) brings forward the case of publishing 
rules of the International Herald Tribune, the only truly global newspaper (according 
to McArthur), which he claims applies the same rules it has been applying since its 
creation, those of US English print standard. In MacArthur’s line of thought, this is 
supposed to prove that an international standard is possible for English, and that it 
may as well be the already installed ones. However, as he also points out, mastering 
the different varieties of English is necessary even within the Inner Circle speakers 
communities, particularly in the sphere of publishing papers and articles in journals or 
newspapers.  
It is also interesting to note in this context, that in his article, McArthur (2001) 
refers to the TESOL (Teaching of English to Speakers of Other Languages) commu-
nity, as the “TESOL industry”, composed by the whole range of participants in the 
cycle of producing a “massive commodification of English worldwide”. And he sug-
gests that this large community of language practitioners would be the source of 
claims for unification of the language, since “[b]oth the EL industry and the EL media 
are among the many interest groups with far more to gain from the fact or concept of 
a single (or at most) dual world standard than a growing medley of territorial ‘brands’, 
regardless of the patriotic or other positions that individuals within those varied 
groups might support.” (McArthur 2001). 
 
So, what’s the difference between WE and EIL/ELF? 
First of all, as it was said before, WE are different varieties within the constella-
tion of English. EIL/ELF is a phenomenon providing solution to the needs of suprana-
tional communication. In the context of Farber’s definition (2010), WE would be “lan-
guages for identification” and EIL/ELF would have a role as “language for communi-
cation”. With this distinction in mind, together with Bamgbose’s distinction between 
error and innovations, we can take a look at some examples. 
What both have in common is that neither of them can be considered as Inter-
language (IL). This is a concept elaborated by Selinker (1972), in the description of 
the stages of evolution of L2 learning in order to achieve “native speaker” compe-
tence. In this process, differences from the Target Language (English) are consid-
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ered errors which, if they are maintained through time, go through a process of fossil-
ization. So the difference in this process with EIL/ELF and WE is that the traditional 
concept of “Native Speaker” of the “Standard/Correct” English is no longer the ideal 
target for them. Instead of being considered errors, fossilized differences with Inner 
Circle English, become endemic features of the local variety. 
Some samples of varieties 
- World Englishes 
Some examples from Indian, Japanese, Malaysian and Philippine Englishes 
(adapted from Samida and Takahashi),  
 
Standard Indian English (ESL) 
Phonology 
(Kirkpatrick, 
2007:92) 
It is rhotic:  /r/ is pronounced in post-vocalic environments, so 
that the ‘r’ in ‘part’ and in ‘poor’ will be sounded. 
The RP diphthongs in ‘coat’ and ‘day’ are pronounced as 
monophthongs in Indian English to give /ko:t/ and /de:/ respec-
tively and the RP central vowels /ɛ:/,/ə/ and /ʌ/ are all pro-
nounced /ə/ in Indian English. 
In some varieties of standard Indian English, consonant 
sounds /v/ and /w/ can be pronounced /υ/.Both /t/ and /d/ can 
be pronounced as retroflex sounds and /θ/ and /ð/ as plosives. 
Lexis 
 
italic- underlined:  
words with different 
semantic range in 
Indian English. Pa-
rentheses: mean-
ings of Indian Eng-
lish words. 
(Kirkpat-
rick,2007:93) 
(1) Her face-cut is very impressive. (profile) 
(2) The students want some important questions from their 
teacher. 
(relevant, questions likely to come up in the exam) 
(3) I came here in a tempo. (a 3-wheeled vehicle) 
(4) He speaks chaste Hindi. (pure) 
(5) Fifty students have applied for freeship this year. (tuition-
free place) 
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(6) The sportsmen are given 5% weightage. (weighting: people 
good at sports might get an extra 5% on their exam results) 
(7) Mr. Bajej is the whole sole in this factory. (the boss, the 
man in charge) 
(8) This is a match box. (an empty box) 
(9) Please finish the beer bottle and then we can go. (bottle of 
beer) 
(10) I hope he will do the needful for us. (do what is necessary) 
 
Japanese English (EFL-EIL) 
Phonology 
 
English conso-
nants and vowels 
are pronounced 
like Japanese 
consonants and 
vowels 
(1) Stressed syllables [ p, t, k ] are weak in pronunciation. They 
sound like [ d, b, g]. 
pet [pet]→[bet], Ted [ted]→[ded], coat [kout]→[gout] 
(2) [ti] becomes [ tʃi],  
[tu] becomes [tsu] team [ ti:m]→[tʃi:m],tip [tip]→[tʃip], 
tour[tur]→[tsur] 
(3) When phonetic form consists of short vowel ＋ plosive, Jap-
anese doubled consonant [Q] is inserted between them. 
bat [bæt]→[ bæQt], bed[bed]→ [beQd], check[ tʃek]→[tʃeQk] 
(4) After consonant, vowel is added or inserted between conso-
nants. 
stop [stɑp]→[sutopu], candle[kændl]→[kændolu], 
strike[straik]→[sutoraiku] 
Lexis 
 
Big loan of Eng-
lish words into 
Japanese. Confu-
sion problems 
- foreign words, mostly English, constitute 10% of the lexicon of 
a standard Japanese dictionary.  
- katakana words (mostly of English origin) constitute 40% of a 
10,000-word supplement added to a revised version of the na-
tion’s most quoted Kojien dictionary published in 2007. 
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60%-70% of new words in the annually revised dictionaries of 
neologisms are from English.  
 
Japanese combination of loans: neologisms (structurally English 
but semantically Japanese):  
- after service (after sales service),  
- Golden Hour (TV prime time),  
- Golden Week ( an early May week full of red-letter days),  
- paper driver (a person who has a driver’s license but 
rarely drives ), hi-select gift (a well-selected gift),  
- heartfelt gift (a gift to express heartfelt thanks),  
- happy retire ( a happy life after retirement),  
- work life balance (ratio of working to leisure),  
- working poor ( lowly paid workers), and so on.(Honna, 
2008:96) 
 
Modern Malaysian English (ESL/ELF) 
Phonology 
 (from Bautista 
and Gonzalez 
(2011) 
- Having an accent that is too Chinese is a mark of not being cool 
in youth culture. 
- a reduced set of final consonants and consonant sequences as 
compared with other varieties and consequently words which end 
with glottal stops, voiceless fricatives, or nasals (［i:ʔ］‘eat’,  
［bæŋ］‘bank’) 
- merger of [i:] and [ɪ]: feel – fill, bead – bid all have [i]; 
- merger of [u:] and [ʊ]: pool – pull, Luke – look all have [u];  
- merger of [ɛ] and [æ]: set – sat, man – men all have [ɛ];  
- merger of [ɒ] and [ɔ]： pot – port, cot – caught all have［ɔ］； 
- variant realizations of［ə］：schwa tends to get replaced by a 
full vowel, the quality of which frequently depends upon orthogra-
phy； 
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- monophthongization of diphthongs： e.g. coat, load with [o], 
make, steak with［e］； 
- shift in the placement of accents Schneider (2003/2004:56-7) 
adds the following phonotactic features for Malaysian English：  
- omission of final voiceless stop or its replacement by a glottal 
stop in monosyllabic words with a CVC structures；  
- reduction of word-final consonant clusters, usually dropping the 
alveolar stop； 
- replacement of dental fricatives by stops. 
Lexis 
The various lects 
of Malaysian Eng-
lish include a 
great deal of local 
vocabulary. They 
are derived from 
Chinese dialects 
and English lexi-
cal materials.  
* stereotyped Malaysian vocabulary items: borrowings from Chi-
nese like kiasu ‘selfish’and local coinages like blur ‘confused’ 
- chim/cheem ‘excessively complex/difficult/serious’  
- chope ‘reserve a chair, etc. by putting a bag or garment on it’  
- kiasu ‘person with a fear of losing out to others’ ( from Melchers 
& Shaw, 2011:175 ) 
1. Everything also must grab ‘He / she has to grab everything.’  
2. Must chope seat when you go everywhere ‘He/she has to 
chope a seat on all occasions.’  
3. Anything that is free must get ‘He/she must get some of any-
thing that is going free.’  
4. Must be number 1 in everything ( self-explanatory). ( Melchers 
& Shaw, 2011:176 )  
Foreignisms formed from English lexical material are as follows: 
-heaty, cooling, ‘foods regarded in Chinese tradition as yang 
(male light positive) and yin (female dark negative) respectively’  
-red packet ‘envelope containing money given at a festival’  
(Melchers & Shaw, 2011:176 )  
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Philippine English 
Phonology 
 
US English, normally uses US spelling conventions and vo-
cabulary variants, and is rhotic.  
In mesolectal and basilectal accents the / r / is an alveolar flap, 
not a semivowel.  
The vowel inventory is reduced in ways typical of ‘New Eng-
lishes’.  
Philippine speakers are said to have a ‘ sing-song intonation’ 
and definite syllable timing. There is a range of typical Philip-
pine vocabulary: borrowing from Spanish (merienda ‘afternoon 
tea’), Tagalog/ Filipino (kundiman ‘love song’), loan transla-
tions from local languages ( since before yet ‘for a long time’) 
and local coinages (batchmate ‘person who studied, did mili-
tary service, etc. with the speaker’). Since nearly all speakers 
of Philippine English also speak Filipino, ‘mix-mix’ code-
switching is common in informal and intimate situations.  
1 absence of schwa  
2 absence of aspiration of stops in all positions；  
3 substitution of [a] for [æ], [ɔ] for [o], [ɪ] for [i], [ɛ] for [e]；  
4 substitution of [s] for [z], [ʃ] for [ʒ], [t] for [θ], [d] for [ð], [p] for 
[f], [b] for [v]；  
5 simplification of consonant cluster in final position；  
6 syllable-timed, rather than stress-timed, rhythm；  
7 shift in placement of accents. ( Bautista and Gonzalez, 
2009:134 )  
Lexis 
code-switching between English and the local language is ex-
tensively used by urban Filipinos comfortable in both lan-
guages. Therefore, it is hard to tell what is simply Tagalog and 
what is borrowed into English.  
-Local lexicalizations (CRORE words)  
     - coined in English: bedspacer person who is sharing a flat 
     - borrowed: barkada circle of friends. 
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- foreignisms  
barong (shirt) traditional smart shirt made from embroidered 
cloth,  
dalagang Filipina traditional “good girl” and  
lechon roast pig dish 
maja blanca coconut pudding 
jeepney ‘taxi’ on a jeep chassis.  
(Melchers & Shaw, 2011:179 )  
 
- English as a Lingua Franca (ELF).  
In its Internet portal, the British Council features a course by Simpson Davies 
and Patsko (2013, 2014) providing ELT practitioners with tips to take into account 
when teaching English for use as a lingua franca (ELF). They draw from Jenkins 
(2000) Lingua franca Core (LFC), the main features the author identified to make a 
list of pronunciation priorities in an ELF context, and also from Walker’s (2010) work 
on the teaching of pronunciation in ELF. The following table is an adaptation of such 
work: 
Core Features for ELF Non-Core Features 
Key for intelligibility Neutral for intelligibility Negative for intelligibility 
- Most consonant 
sounds 
- Appropriate conso-
nant cluster simplifica-
tion  
- Vowel length distinc-
tions 
- Nuclear stress 
- Differentiating /ð/ as in the 
‘th’ in ‘mother’, /θ/ as in the ‘th’ 
in ‘thumb’, and dark ‘l’ as in 
the end of ‘little’ in most Brit-
ish accents 
- word stress (although crit-
ics have queried this omis-
sion, given that nuclear stress 
is included in the LFC) 
- stress-timing 
- exact vowel quality (as op-
posed to vowel length, which 
is a core item) 
- pitch movement (tone) 
- vowel reduction, 
schwa and weak forms 
- certain features of 
connected speech– 
linking, assimilation, 
coalescence 
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- English as an International Language   
As previously stated, EIL is defined as a paradigm for research rather than as a 
separate variety. Therefore, its characterization is related to strategies for the negoti-
ation of meaning within a conversation in English between two speakers with differ-
ent mother tongues. This has a direct impact on teaching methods. English practi-
tioners need to be aware of which are the features that speakers of English need to 
assimilate in order to achieve successful communication in international contexts. 
The following table, elaborated by Marlina (2014:7) presents a summary of the 
knowledge, attitudes and skills that different authors consider as crucial attributes for 
speakers of English as an International Language. 
 
Knowledge and 
awareness 
Knowledge of the spread of English and its 
implications  
Knowledge of other varieties of English 
Knowledge of the nature of language diver-
sification and changes 
Awareness of the values of cultural and 
linguistic diversity 
Awareness of the sociopolitical awareness 
of the spread of English and its impact on 
other languages 
 
Briguglio (2006), Crys-
tal (1999), Kubota 
(2001a, b, 2012), 
Matsuda (2002, 2005, 
2009, 2012b), and 
McKay (2002, 2003) 
Attitudes  Having a view of English as a heterogene-
ous language with multiple norms  
Sensitivity toward the unprecedented 
spread and diversification of English 
Recognizing the legitimacy of other varie-
ties of English 
International understanding 
Baumgardner (2006), 
Briguglio (2006), 
Canagarajah (2006), 
Crystal (1999), Hig-
gins (2003), Li (2007), 
Shim (2002), Shin 
(2004), and Matsuda 
(2002, 2005, 2009) 
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Acceptance towards different cultures 
Confidence in facing up to linguistically in-
transigent elements in the world 
Attitudinal resources: i.e., patience and 
humility to negotiate differences 
Skills  Negotiation skills – such as speech ac-
commodation – for shuttling between Eng-
lish varieties and speech communities 
Interpersonal strategies: i.e., repair, re-
phrase, clarification, gestures, topic 
change, consensus-orientation, mutual 
support 
Multidialectal competence – involving pas-
sive competence to understand new 
varieties of English and the capacity to ne-
gotiate diverse varieties of English 
Listening skills 
Analytical and reflective skills 
 
Briguglio (2006), 
Canagarajah (2006), 
Crystal (1999), Firth 
(1996), and Matsuda 
(2009)  
 
 
Conclusion 
English has become an international language, as the language for global ex-
change, particularly in areas such as business, law, science and technology. Its use 
is widespread in the academic world and this has led to a new generation of non-
native English speakers who use the language authoritatively, in many cases to 
communicate with other non-natives in international contexts. This is the framework 
of English as a Lingua Franca and English as International Language. In this envi-
ronment, these new non-native interactions produce a series of phonological, lexical 
and grammatical changes that are no longer seen as "mistakes", but as “innovations” 
legitimately used in this context. The challenge for the English practitioner, both in 
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the field of ELT as well as in translation is to recognize and accompany this evolu-
tion, and to reflect it appropriately in their respective fields.  
EIL is not a self-standing variety, but a set of strategies and attitudes towards 
building communication bridges that participants from different mother tongues in a 
conversation in English can use to improve their understanding. Therefore, prepara-
tion of speakers for the international context requires an adaptation of teaching strat-
egies and an open-minded attitude on behalf of teachers in order to accompany their 
students in their intercultural voyage on board the English boat.  
It is worth noticing that, strikingly, there is plenty of research material on discus-
sions about ELF and its implications for English practitioners coming from the East, 
Middle-East or Europe, but studies and characterizations of English as a means of 
intercultural communication in Latin America are hard to find. Other than pidgins such 
as Spanglish between Mexico and US, or local varieties in the Caribbean (Jamaican, 
Belizean), this means that there is an open field of research to survey how English 
has adapted to the Latin American context.  
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